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‘research.: Given the increasiﬁg scrutiny under which postsecondary institﬁtidns

'\\
\

.valuation of academic prugrams--theiA processes, orientations, objectives,

¥

products, and impact--is a recent and important dimension of institutional -

?perate, educationa] evaluation is an almost na}ural outgrowth of the descriptive
y . . s .- . . \

. .. hd - .3 ' . .
studies and cost analyses that have ‘characterized the field. However, much
K p» - . N . N

evaluation td date relies uppn'single or at best_duil perspeejives on effective-
ness. Given the growing recognition of various intereésts both internal and external @
to postSecondary education, this traditional strategy for evaluatiqn is insuf-

-
b

ficient. Needed are de51gns that prov1de a rich varlety of data in response to the . |
o A , |
multiple perspectives and pressures (Campbell and Flgkg%_lgsg; Webb et al, 1965;

$ieber, 1573.) This baper outliﬁes such a design by describing briefly .

the Program Effectiveness and Related Cost (PERC)'framewgrk developed at

Empire State College in conjunction with some other institutions. The paper then

. . , . > 8
illustrates how the multiple perspectives evaluation strategy proved effective in
4 . . .
"an examination of a complex, innovative, Studio Arts Semester in New York City.
. - ) a
“~

rogram Effectlveness and Related Costs (PERC)

PERC began three years ago as a progect to develop ways of 11nk1ng assessment

¢ .
of effectiveness to cost analyses. Jointly sponsored by the Fund for the Improve-

ment of Postsecondary Education, Exxon and Empire State College, PER& now involves -
. s [4

four, cooperating institutions: Hampshire College, Amherst,»Mass.ilNorthland
Collggé, Ashland, Wisc.; State University of New York. at Plattsburgh, and University‘
of Wisconsin-GreenfBay. The;framework looks seriously at relatiohships between out-

12

. ' ) - . O [}
comes and costs for students, faculty, and programs in an attempt to learn "what ). .

A}

. kinds of students change/in what . ways folloWing'what kinds of eduCational»experiences

»




1 » ) - :2-‘
T ‘ ) 7 - R ‘ s .
and at what costs?'" The PERC framework has several important features (discussed

w

L “in Pajola et al; 1975; Palola et al, 1976) but the one that is most pertinent for *

N 4 .

- his papvr 1s the multiple perspectives strategy.

. s « Yty
The multiple perspectives strategy developed for the PERC framework is shown

in Figdre 1. It-contains three key ideas: first, sEudent learning is the focus

of PERC é&aluations, énd thus its pfacemen; at the center of the figure; second,

- mulFiple pérsons make observations of studéht learning utilizing various ways of
!knowing and ways of gvaiuating; This rich composite of diverse information is

critical to the pluyralistic ngtioh‘of evaluation presented here; and third, an

N [}

’ : ihdependent or neutral research and evaluitibn staff synthesizes all data types

. and prepares useful reports for different audiences. Reports tailor-made to audi-

.

. . L LI
_ence interests maximizes communication and program improvement based on regfarch-
~ ] . )

L .
data. PERC's aim is clearly_to enhance executive decision-making capabilities.

0
-

A few more details. An_ important tomcern of PERC is 40 utilize a variety of

+ . data collection methods. Student learning‘and growth is a complex process, not yet

»

&

o™

\ ‘ ' . . ."’
well understood, so reliance upon a single method of data collectlon 1s risky. For

example, test scores provide, according to many, a reasonable-estimaté of cognitive

° . - .

achievement. But, at best, tests look at student mastery of content. Better also
‘ . M ‘ .

to- find other methods of data collegction, Interviews, rating forms, survey instru-

’ ments: content axalysis; observatidn\gpd tests are all important tools for obtaining

- o~

a full picture of what is héppening to students. Note that this means use of quaii-

- - Y ' . .
tative as well -as quantitative techniques. The aim is to develop chains of evidence

< .

of where program impacts have occurred. v : . T ks

Multiple observers and multiple standards are key components to a multiple
- _—-—-‘ . —-———‘——— P . . N - . )

perSpeCt%VeS strategy. A While faculty traditionally assess. student iearnfng and

\ LR
- - . *

. .
! '
. 41 . .
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~at such City, programs as the Chambers Street Sculptors Workshop, Westbeth Graphic

",b l.\_ -3-

o e R
o « g

program effectiveness,hstudents and others including educational researchers ulso
P . o
can provide rrchneas to an evalu%tlon Since effeativeness is often in the eyes

A -

A

P
ot the bcholdtr, multxple observ%rs applying their own standalds are lmportant

. {y L4
- ot . . “h L
to 1nformed detxslon makxng ‘Eg’ DR A |
; o ,
Overall, the multxple pers gﬁlves approach posits certaln common evalua-

-

tions that will be rctletted in tﬁg‘varlous research technxques as well as certaln
:_, ~”' 1

anlque )udgments that  may reflecﬁ the ertlcular ints and knowledge of a

J

glven ev auuator This approach donteptuallzes t e learning/yeaching proceSS as

a “wh

tomplexﬂrfnteractlve and unlque but also paté ed. As a result, for certain kinds

ot students workiny with certain kinds of fac ty, there ought to be identifiable
common outcomes. The multiple pe%spective;approach should be able to reveal them.
The researchers task is then to présent them in understandable and convincing ways

to the wariety of audiences

" ‘ l %

A\n_[llustration: rvaluatlngithc Studio Arts Scmester Ln New York

The Empire State College Studlo Arts Semester (SAS) in New York was created
in 1975 to prov1de an opportunlty for college undergraduates from throuéhout the

State Un1ver51ty of New York to spend a semester in the\arts capltal og North
o

America. The program is deslgned for serlous, profess1ona11y—or1ented students

and allows them to lmmerse themselves in their med1a.

»

.‘ The elements bf the program are simple. Students live in the Clty and
work in a large loft space-connected with the Westbeth complex on the edge of

Greenwich Village. All 'have a personal studio area in the loft where they

- L

pursue their art interests. In addltlon' there are several seminars in courses
. .

a

WOrkshop, and the Baldwin~Pottery Workshop. Others do}apprentlce work with prac—

ticing artists. Howevér, the most important dimension of the SAS is regularly

E]

iv o N
. , .
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scheduled cr1t1ques in which a prof65s1onal antmst/crltlc meets individually with

ok
Y e
. ' . .

each student and offers encouragement, suggestlons, help, or alternatives. The
s .
sessions are often intense and test the confidence and mettle ofvevery student.

Each artist/critic (a total of six) makes 3-4 visits per semester.

»
L3

Empire State College-has taken program evaluation seriously since its .

founding in 1971. . PERC’Hooks at the entire College. Thus, it was not unusual

when the Of{ice of Research and Evaluation was asked to-condﬁct a study on SAS ,

during its -initial term. However, there were several pressures under which the

staff members worked. \"_ : ' S

Decisions were pgnding about SAS personnel. It was thus necessary to !
]
! . v

clarify ORE's r%le. Fne pos1t10n taken by ORE was that personnel decisions were

not part ‘of its rﬁ.-,Thus the evaluatlon stuck to student 1earn1ng outcomes and
r »h . ) .
Cod . . )
the actual opefation of the Studio Arts Program. A second pressure arose frem the

mUItiple fundénékoase f%rvthe program. Each contribytor he}d'certain_interests and
thése were crucial to tﬁ%h aslwell as to the success of the Stud{o Arts.Program. .
Thitd, relationships between the students home campus’ and SAS was key. Some art

denartment chaitmen‘piayed a major role;in determining which students participated.

Students often asked about, or openly criticized, admissiorns criteria and the general .

[y

level of development of students admitted to-the painting program. ' These were some of
pD .. . . )

the pressures playing on SAS and ORE at the time of‘the,evaluation study.

Six methods of data collection were used. The most basic was gleaning avail-
. ‘ v ' :

able files on enrolled students to discover'such,things as age, seX, -and home o
12 . . )
institution. This task might have been easier if files had existed but the combina-

°
-

tion of a new program and unclear administrative procedq?es led to a dearth of
: R , . @

. accurate information, ' - .

The second technlque was personal interviews with °cudents at the Westbeth

loft, The interviews sought to learn why students enrolled whether the program f1t

¢
* 1




-~ ’ . -5- X ‘
. neatly into their long-term plans,‘&ow they were "using" the City, what the SAS

. LN o ’ . N " e
provides that is rot available on campus, perceived benefits, and problems with

N

. . . v . - .
the program, All students were interviewed.
A third technique was interviews with the Program Coordinator who is%;
N \\ R . -
practicing New York artist‘and three artist/critics. The®e conversations focused
IR 4

)

espectally on SAS strengths and weaknesses.

“A tourth aspect of the methedology was phone interviews with Advisory Board

members., The Advisory Board consists of art faculty throughout SUNY, ESC .
. ) . Q - .
administrators, and personnel representing SUNY's Ceqtrai staff, who helped create

the SAS and are responsible for its progress.

. - The Eﬁ%fh technique was a short anonymbus questionnaire which- utilized open-

.
>

P -

T . ‘ . LR
ended questions about student goals, problems le#fnings, and the like. Most students

(20%) completed the form. Also, étudents kept logs of theirlwork éctiyities and

¢ . [

-~ reactiowms tu the program.
' . ° \'\_ 2 -
Stxth, thc Te search ‘team spent four days and two eveniﬁgs in non-participant . 4
: & ‘ ' - ’
on‘ervatxon of qzzébnts working, 1nteract1ng, and underg01ng cr1t1que. While !

mvisibility is impossible, it seems fair to suggest that we ‘Were not pnqmlnent

-

o N
iu the students' minds. We were simply visitors to ignore or talk with depending
N < o . » ’ -
on time, mood, or circumstance. ! v . T

»

. &:;?Ebéf\ﬂééiif of the study was a cost analysis. This compared SAS total
and pe®student costs w1th all-College flgures. - °

B ~ : —

RS
Overall, the multiple methods and sources prov1ded a-rich melange of 1nforh
mation about the Empire Studio Arts Semester. ThlS was put in an 1n1t1a1 report'h

on July 30, 1975 for the Advisory Bpard of the University Wide Cguncil on the‘Arts

4

and the Empire administration. The report contained eleven reqdmméndations.«\In

£

fall 1975, the study was replicated. in shorter form in keeping with the PERC féf

quirement of using longitudinal data whenever possible, This led to a $econd report

~

{

in March 1976 which reviewed the disposition of the recommendation..
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S io Ar Semester ‘Report: Findings N
The Stud K}g mest por ngs

When the Office of Research and Evaluation Began its study ;N\

There was

possible that we were merely sliding the storie cver a grave.

fusion in and outside of the College about. the SAS. We heard abbut students

floundering about and accpmpllshlng 11tt1e Also, rumors of exorbitant cost were‘ﬁ;!& -

rife. We found some problems but the ﬁollow1ng was the major conclu51on _ .

Overall we found the program stimulating and promising. The.concept

< is exciting. The students are enthuslastlc and serious. The faculty
’ is committed. What praoblems that do #xxst are repamable. Thus, we \
" enthusiastically recommend continuatidh’of the Studio Arts Semester

in New York City. (Palola and Bradleyf%i375 Introductlon)

-

.7
However, there were other findings.

8

&\\;\; Akey dimension of the SAS is the opportunity for top quality student artists
to work closely and interact with other top students. Thus,'student selection is

mportant. wnafé’;; found all students enthusiastic and serious, several people

AR . N 3 / N
S . -} .

expressed the concern that quality was uneven. In addition, our g?nversatlons with

students suggested that many'had taken a lot of timg getting comfortable in and

3 ° ~

Ezérefore able to use the City. Thus, “we recommend a strict, screening ptocess for

- v \ students that included réview of a portfollo We also re!%mm nded a systematic,

- -~

but not overly d1rect1ve orientation progr

Q\ Problems also appeared in the critiques. Students found that the artist/critics
tended to be highly subjective. s one stuflent noted: "If your’w0rk is similar to

4 the critic, he loves you. But if pot, forget it!" While such subjectiVity_is

» ~

given in art, the apparent resulting dlsparlty in amount of time spent w1th studénts
‘ is not a given in educatlon. The disparities were helghtened by the amount of w0rk

for an artist/critic in a’'given day. Thus, we recommended more visits and clearer

)

. distribution of thei} workléad: - P

a ' » -
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Another area of recommendation related to the SAS students, who were,
save one:_all primarily painters. Several, however; wanted introduction to :
othpr media hno-todﬁlcourses and workéhops in them. To stimulate opportunities Y &
learning in dther meﬂ%a, we recommeﬁded that studemts with other than paintihg

t e

interests be recru1ted

< J

Facilities of the SAS are three: the loft tqe gallerles and museums, and
- G o
living accommodat1ons. The loft is a 5000 square f@ot afea which allows 100- 150
square feet per student. Temporary part1t10nsfof plaster board separate the students'
- #' - . - : [y

work spaces. While students seldom complalned and even liked the loft, the critics

did,noting: "New York is dingy enough. The students should have some way to get

away from it." Another condemned ‘the place as dirty, poorly 1lit, located in a high
s ) , -

risk area, and generally fnsuitable. _ S

>

The Secozd plem@ntﬁof.facllities, galleries and museums are, of course, ﬁit;_,,/f\

comparable. Students have .easy access to a huge variety of learning resources.
e . © . - Q
. . . . o> ! . . . .
However, in the initial Studio Arts Semester, living accommodations were a Serious,

Pl ) ) . . ¢

problem. A few students found apartments, a few lived in the all—femalevChristian

-~

Union Building, but the six who chose the.Hotel Albert - a cockroach infested,
N : (8 ) .

, i
skidrow home for all manner of rogues - have the most to remember. The Hotel Albert

is now immortalized in the loft graffiti for succeeding generations of students.

Our recommendation under the facilities heading called for some t1dy1ng up of the

L3

loft, purchase of a few useful items -- electric saw for frames, a ladder, some

.

more desks and chairs, a slop sink| -- and a ooncertedreffort identify suitable
. Y .

° »

housing. : | : | ~ ”

- -

4

_ The cost analysis.revealed a program that was somewhat more expensive;than

+ the normal Empire State College program. However, . planned futurevenrollments would
reverse this picture. Our recommendations were to look into extend1ng the aAS

Empire's only semester program, throughout the summer since the D1rector is on. year-

10

T

o~
- .~ N




round appointment and. the loft space is rented on an annual basis.. We also sug-

';geSted an evaluation of the fees going to artist/critics to ensure that ‘the amounts

~

. a
were. reasonable in terms of going rate.

” . ’
A major ‘problem for students afid the Director was the.lack of clar1ty over

administrative proceaures. The Director felt that he needed his budget earlie?s‘

while students wgre suffering multiple problems in trying to pay tuition and fees

* g 3 > . 0 . 0 . - "
and initiate transfers in financial aid anleﬂ? Qur recommendation here was to
) -t - .
!

straighten things out fast befofe these procedural problems destroyed the program.
. . 3 p . ,

A concern felt.by the research staff was that several SAS'students had no

-

intention of returning to the home campus. tSinee,the progrhm is dependent upon the

assistance and entouragement of art faculty throughout SUNY thls seemed a serlous

e s ‘.

problem. Thus, our final recommendation was that considerable care must‘bemtaken

to ensure that home campus art departments realize suitable benefits. ‘ s
'\ ¥
Whlle there is nothing extraordlnary about the 1n1t1a1 Studio Arts Semester

report (we, in fact, consider it fairly routlne in the context of PERC), 1t prov1des
" d Y . .
a clear example of the advantages of a multiple perspeetlves-strategy. W1thout

multlple observers, several problems might never . have been identified. W1thout Y,
)
multlple methods, we would have had great difficulty offéring interpretations of

RN reiativenimportance of the’various-recommendatlons;__§imllarly, multiple ewol—

o tors (thh dxtferent standards) of the draft report helped make the final ‘ ///2 .

\groduct powerful. Here are some observations from the second report (Pqﬂola

@

i Bradleyv, 19761, . : . o ' h

Impact of the Initial Studio Arts Semester Report.

I} . .
: The major impact of the'initial report.is that the SAS continues with
generally enthusIast?c SuEPOTt from Emplre State College and the rest of the State

Unlverslty. While there are still concerns, all seem now convinced that the pro-

E
h
.

gram is serious and productive. -

-

iy

The fall 1975 SAS was dlfferent from the sprlng in several ways First, there .

11 n B . .

.

o
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" This was reflected in the number who made arrangements for activities outside the

+ [] - N - d
, :
were more female students”>more older students, and the artist/critics seemed to.
_ J a .

feel that the overall quality was higher. Second, the loft was more crowdéu as.

-~

“to tripon a

. . ) %,

painting or $tep.on a tube oﬁ’paint. Third, students acclimated to the City sooner.
. ’ : ~

numpers'increased. As one researcher found, it was a simple mat

. X P - -

loft; apprenticeships,_courses, work with tutors, and the like. qurfh, the

A L
‘e

crlthues seemed to work better ’ R R

o
Y

The Office of Research and Evaluation recommendat1ons helped br1ng about some

of these changes as seven of eleven were implemenbed. For example, a major reason

« 2

tor\tﬁb qu1cker acq11mat1zat1on was a thorough or1entat1on program that 1ncluded
‘. .-,
visits to all art1st/cr1t1c stud1os. Several felt that this feature also helped

gmake the .critiques more helpful because ”you could tell where they (the art1st?

: J v . ~L
crdtics) were coming-from and interpnet more easily." _ Another factor in. the 1m— ’

3 . A

proved critiques wds additional visits and;use of a f1xed‘schedule during  the .visits.

Th1s way, no one got left out while others reée1ved an hour's attention. However,
v ’ . — ' , ’
it is ‘always presumpt1ous in research to claim that a report brought about.great

changes or helped.save'a program.' Thus, we are a b1t uncomtqrtable.in suggesting

-
«® ¢

'such things. But what is clear is that the mult1ple perspect1ves stragegy eﬁploYed

~

by this Office in look1ng at the Studio ATts Semester in New York City 1nvolve&

Lo
+ + - ¥

SO many people in a var1ety of ways ,that the SAS became better'fnderstood “*When

decision time came,’/he various peeple and groups 1nvolved in thg dec1§ion --,

'Emp1rd{s.President ‘the Dean of ESC Center for StateW1de Pnpgrams, the,Adylsory' Q&

g -

‘Board for -the SUNY Un1vers1ty -Wide Council on thi'; ,»the.chal art degartment
. ‘ B . $y- | _ ~

liaisons -- all -supported continuation.- o .
v PP pa ¢ e : *®
fl @ * ! f "
. , ‘ ©
12 .- - e
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